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REMARKS 

This is a full and timely Tesponse to the outstanding non-final Office Action 
mliled February 16, 2006. 

1. Response to Objections of Claims 

Claims 1 and 9 were objected for having informalities. The claims have been 
an .ended in a manner suggested in Hie Office Action to clarify that whether a token is 
th: it of the intended recipient or the sender. Applicants respectfully submit that the 
objections have been overcome and should be withdrawn. 

2. | Response to Rejection of ClaimsJUnder 35 U.S.C. § 1 12. Second Paragraph 
Claim 3 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, Second Paragraph, as being 

lnfiLefinite. Claim 3 has been amended to clarify that the language of the claim is 
referring to the ''obtaining a second token of the sender" step of claim L Applicants 
re ipectfully submit that the rejection has been overcome and should be withdrawn. 

Response to Rejection of Claims Under 35 U.S.C. §103(a^ 
In the Office Action, claims 1-12 and 14-19 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§][03(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Linsker (U.S. Patent No. 5,598,473) in 
vi jw of Mazzagatte (U.S. Patent No. 6,862,583) in further view of Menezes (Handbook 
of Applied Cryptography). It is well-established at law that, for a proper rejection of a 
cl rim under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being obvious based upon a combination of references, 
th $ cited combination of references must disclose, teach, or suggest, either implicitly or 
explicitly, all elements/features/steps of the claim at issue. See, e.g., In Re Dow 
Ciemical, 5 USi\Q.2d 1529, 1531 (Fed. Cir. 1988), and In re Keller, 208 
U SJE\Q.2d 871, 881 (CCP.A. 1981). 

a. Independent Claim 1 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 1 is allowable for at least 
reason that Linsker in view of Mazzagatte in further view of Menezes does not 
, teach, or suggest at least "receiving and securely retaining a digital document 
a transmitted independently verifiable data record of the intended recipient at a 
pif ntout station, an encrypted digest of the document created by the sender using a 



thi 



di iclose. 



ar d 



8 



BEST AVAILABLE COPY 

511612006 12:24:15 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] ' SVR:USPT0-EFXRMJ18 • DNIS:2738300 ' CSID:7709510933 ' DURATION (mm-ss):0M2 



05/16/2096 12:30 



7709510933 



THOMAS, KAYDEN 



PAGE 10 



Serial No.: 09/918,062 
Art Unit: 2137 

hash algorithm, the digest being encrypted using a first token of the sender" or 
fr d ^coding encrypted identification data with the first token of the intended recipient, 
the encrypted identification data being identification data from the independently 
verifiable data record that is encrypted using a second token of the recipient by a 
transmitting station," as recited in claim 1. 

The Office Action cites Mazzagatte in support of disclosing the features directed 
at [verifying the identity of an intended recipient of a document. However, Mazzagatte 
tejehes that encryption and decryption operations are both performed at a print node. 
TTjus, Mazzagatte fails to teach or show an "independently verifiable data record that is 
en srypted using a second token of the recipient by a transmitting station ,' 1 as recited in 
th ; claim. (Emphasis added). Likewise, Mazzagatte fails to teach or show "receiving 
an i securely retaining a digital document and a transmitted independently verifiable 
da^a record of the intended recipient at a printout station," as recited in the claim. 

Linkster is inadequate to remedy the deficiencies of Mazzagate for at least the 
retson that Linkster does not teach or suggest that information is encrypted using a 
to cen of an intended recipient and then transmitted. In contrast, Linker teaches tfoat 



mjormation is encrypted using a token of a sender and then transmitted. Menezes is 
inadequate to remedy the deficiencies of Mazzagate and Linkster for at least the 
re ison that Menezes does not teach or suggest using a token of an intended recipient to 
er crypt information that is transmitted by a sender to the recipient. 

For at least these reasons, claim 1 is not obvious under the proposed 
ccjmbination, and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

b. Claims 2-8 

Because independent claim I is allowable over the cited art of record, dependent 
cliims 2-8 (which depend from independent claim 1) are allowable as a matter of law 
foj- at least the reason that the dependent claims 2-8 contain all features/elements of 
injlependent claim 1. See, e.g., In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 
Ajicordingly, the rejection to these claims should be withdrawn. 

c. Independent Claim 9 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 9, as amended, is 
allowable for at least the reason that Linsker in view of Mazzagatte in further view of 
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Mi mezes does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "encoding identification data of 
th< t intended recipient using the first token of the intended recipient" and "sending the 
encrypted digest, the digital document, the second token of the sender, and the 
enpoded identification data to the recipient," as recited in claim 9. 

The Office Action cites Mazzagatte in support of disclosing the features directed 
at [verifying the identity of an intended recipient of a document. However, Mazzagatte 
te; ches that encryption and decryption operations are both performed at a print node. 
Tl us, Mazzagatte fails to teach or show ""encoding identification data of the intended 
re ;ipient using the first token of the intended recipient" and "sending the encrypted 
di $est, the digital document, the second token of the sender, and the encoded 
identification data to the recipient," as recited in the claim. Likewise, Mazzagatte fails 
to teach or show "receiving and securely retaining a transmitted document, the 
ei soded identification data, and a transmitted independently verifiable data record of 
thp. intended recipient at a printout station," as recited in the claim. 

Linkster is inadequate to remedy the deficiencies of Mazzagate for at least the 
re ison that Linkster does not teach or suggest that information is encrypted using a 
to Een of an intended recipient and then transmitted. In contrast, Linsker teaches that 



information is encrypted using a token of a sender and then transmitted, Menezes is 
in idequate to remedy the deficiencies of Mazzagate and Linkster for at least the 
re ison that Menezes does not teach or suggest using a token of an intended recipient to 
er crypt information that is transmitted by a sender to the recipient. 

For at least these reasons, claim 9 is not obvious under the proposed 
combination, and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

d. Claims 10-12 and 14-17 

L Because independent claim 9 is allowable over the cited art of record, dependent 
s 10-12 and 14-17 (which depend from independent claim 9) are allowable as a 
m itter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 10-12 and 14-17 contain 
al features/elements of independent claim 9. Accordingly, the rejection to these claims 
sh :>uld be withdrawn. 
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e. Independent Claim 18 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 18, as amended ? is 
allowable for at least the reason that Linsker in view of Mazzagatte in further view of 
M^-nezes does not disclose, teach, or Suggest at least "a communications module 
ananged to receive an electronic version of the transmitted document over a 
co Timunications network, an independently verifiable data record of the intended 
recipient, a first token of the intended recipient, an encrypted digest of the document 
cn ;ated by the sender using a hash algorithm, the digest being encrypted using a first 
to] ;en of the sender, a second token relating to the first token of the sender, and 
en :rypted identification data of the intended recipient, the encrypted identification 
daja being encrypted using a first token of the intended recipient,* 1 as recited in claim 
181 



The Office Action cites Mazzagatte in support of disclosing the features directed 
verifying the identity of an intended recipient of a document. However, Mazzagatte 
teeehes that encryption and decryption operations are both performed at a print node. 
Tfc us, Mazzagatte fails to teach or show "a communications module arranged to receive 
electronic version of the transmitted document over a communications network, an 
independently verifiable data record of the intended recipient, a first token of the 
intended recipient, an encrypted digest of the document created by the sender using a 
ha ih algorithm, the digest being encrypted using a first token of the sender, a second 
to] en relating to the first token of the sender, and encrypted identification data of the 
int snded recipient, the encrypted identification data being encrypted using a first token 
of the intended recipient," as recited in the claiox 

Linkster is inadequate to remedy the deficiencies of Mazzagate for at least the 
reison that Linkster does not teach or suggest that information is encrypted using a 
tollen of an intended recipient and then transmitted. In contrast, Linsker teaches that 
information is encrypted using a token of a sender and then transmitted. Menezes is 
equate to remedy the deficiencies of Mazzagate and Linkster for at least the 
redson that Menezes does not teach or suggest using a token of an intended recipient to 
en< rypt information that is transmitted by a sender to the recipient. 

For at least these reasons, claim 18 is not obvious under the proposed 
combination, and the rejection should be withdrawn. 
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f. Independent Claim 19 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 19, as amended, is 
allowable for at least the reason that Linsker in view of Mazzagatte does not disclose, 
te; tch, or suggest at least "a controller arranged to create a digest of the document 
us ng a hash algorithm and to encrypt the digest using a first token of the sender and 
encrypt identification data of the intended recipient using a first token of the 
ended recipient" and "a communications module arranged to obtain a second token 
the sender related to the first token of the sender, which can be used to decrypt the 
erfcrypted digest and to send the encrypted digest, the digital document the second 
to cen of the sender, the encrypted identification data of the intended recipient, and the 
fiiLt token of the intended recipient to the recipient/' as recited in claim 19. 

The Office Action cites Mazzagatte in support of disclosing the features directed 
at verifying the identity of an intended recipient of a document. However, Mazzagatte 
te; Lches that encryption and decryption operations are both performed at a print node. 
Tl us, Mazzagatte fails to teach or show "a controller arranged to create a digest of the 
dc cument using a hash algorithm and to encrypt the digest using a first token of the 
se ider and to encrypt identification data of the intended recipient using a first token of 
th s intended recipient" and "a communications module arranged to obtain a second 
token of the sender related to the first token of the sender, which can be used to 
d€ crypt the encrypted digest and to send the encrypted digest, the digital document, 
th ; second token of the sender, the encrypted identification data of the intended 
refcinient and the first token of the intended recipient to the recip ient." as recited in 
thfc claim. 

Linkster is inadequate to remedy the deficiencies of Mazzagate for at least the 
re ison that Linkster does not teach or suggest that information is encrypted using a 
to ten of an intended recipient and then sent to a recipient. In contrast, Linsker teaches 
th it information is encrypted using a token of a sender and then transmitted. Menezes 
is inadequate to remedy the deficiencies of Mazzagate and Linkster for at least the 
re ison that Menezes does not teach or suggest using a token of an intended recipient to 
en ;rypt information that is transmitted by a sender to the recipient. 

For at least these reasons, claim . 19 is not obvious under the proposed 
cornbination, and the rejection should be withdrawn. 
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Response to Rejection of Claim Under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claim 13 was rejected under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
ov ;r Linsker in view oiMazzagatte in further view of Menezes in further view of Clark 
(U S. Patent 5,448,045). Because independent claim 9 is allowable over the cited art of 
rec ord, dependent claim 13 (which depends from independent claim 9) is allowable as a 
matter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claim 13 contains all 
fea tures/elements of independent claim 9 and Clark does not remedy the deficiencies of 
the Linkster, Mazzagatte, and Menezes references. Accordingly, the rejection to this 
cla|m should be withdrawn* 

CONCLUSION 

In light of the foregoing amendments and for at least the reasons set forth 
above, Applicants respectfully submit that all objections and/or rejections have been 
tra versed, rendered moot, and/or accommodated, and that the pending claims are in 
coi dition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the present 
apj lication and all pending claims are hereby courteously requested. If, in the opinion 
of 1 he Examiner* a telephonic conference would expedite the examination of this matter, 
Examiner is invited to call the undersigned agent at (770) 933-9500. 

Respectfully submitted, 



the 




Charles W 
Reg. No. 47,283 
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